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REMARKS 

Claims L 3-40, and 12-16 are pending. Claims 2 and 1 1 are currently canceled. 
Reconsideration of tiie application in light of the foHowng remarks is rcspectlMly requested. 

103 Rcjectiotss 

Unms iO and r (.si 1 ii. cttvd uuki ^ f S( ^ m'- bt n it HcitibL 
oxa Dillon k-i as u'*^ ^,27" 919? ihc Patcni OHicc asseits eaci^ oi tnt clainuJ ingicdicn s is 
discussed and sugt,t.stv.d to be used in combmation v\Uh one another m Dillon 

\ppht ^ N K r tiluHs disa r ^ «!lh 'hL PUcnt (>ti tc ttj Uion h oi k U i„st^t>l sn 
p/^fi. iuit,^dsL I h J istKss ih cntcna miisi bt. moi (0 iiui. uusi bt si.^Uvs on > 
no ^ M t ] M M\nvv\nii the oiduiars skill o1 the art to (.onihmt the ittaencts uii 
incu nnis* b«. e sonablv cxpeuation ol suetess, and (ni) ail elements ol the vlaim hmitaiions 
must be taught oi sugycsied MPbP 5j2}42 The Patent Olbet haj» laikd to establish dpun^a Uku 
case oi obviousness, I niis. the rejection snould be withdi'awn< 

CIcfim 1 

Ddion tloe.^ not leach, suggest or describe all of the elements in pending claim 1 , 
Claim 1 recites a melt pfocessable composition comprising, imer alia, a fluoropolymer 
processing anl ha^ Jig u pols (oxyalkylene) polymer and a fluoropolymer ha\'ing vnn hdene 
iluoride (VDT) md at ^.last one other monomer, wherein the VDF content in the Huoiopolymei b 
greater ihan 'h% m weight. 

Ddlon dicicioses. at the passage cited by ihe Patent { )Iliee. a nuorothennoplaslic 
processing aid that is esther a VDF homopoiymer or is derived solely from VDF and 
I c>sMliio;opui;n K>no OihV) xshi^ii has a laneo rl \ Dl -derived monomer units of from (>7 to 99 
NVL-mhi peucnt n^ov p ciorv^h > luiir '-H> v-^cuhl i^i tent (See Dillon, column 6. Hues ,v-7) 
\ tiK\!gh \>i\on makcN mis hioad dis Io-^uk O lion duci^ not pauu-jlarh o,>c a uuMi 
processable composmon as claimed m claim i. I-ailicularly, Dillon does not disclose a 
flutM-opolymer procossmg aid comprising a iluoropolymer having vinyhdenc tluoride ( V'DI*) and 
at least one other monomer, wherein the VDF content in the fiuoropolymer is greater than 75% 
by weight. 
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further, while OjHor discloses? a broad range ot YDt content m the cited pjissage aiid 
(^|s,;vvaat ni ii c Uiswksurc the vxampics of Dillon use no mor<, ^hun 22 ^^u^;nl ptrcuu o* \ 01 
whici) 1 ir le«>^ b m the i,rtattr than 75"(i b\ ^^c1ght recitui m pending claim i I bus as tlit 
Fjt^iuMht. Hi !s I r^. is no anticjpaton cxaniplc in Dillon and thus Dillon lails to It-acli ill 
eiemems ol pending claim i. 

{ he Pavni Oh ce attempts to o^ercome the lack of disclosure m Dilk \ ol t k cl tuned 
VDI content h\ nukii u the conclusorv assertion that the claimed langc would ha\ ^ bten 
obvious f rom tne disclosure cited m Dillon, 

HUii !? v,t.iulstcp nidc U ii-hn t ut m Hiejt.nt \ <vpt. il (<. i it ] I 
I a n e i I uv J K It Oihce i lav establish i i/na ;ac/t cisc oi 0D\ lOusne^N li it c w 
provide evidence in the cited art that recognizes a particular pafameter to be a result effective 
variable. See MPEP §2144.{)5(1])(B} 

The Patent DfRee has not shown where Dillon teaches, stiggesis or describes that the 
' s ni <, ^ n 5i I Huotop Knui pfoeessm ud inn ill U h na f i r u ■>! i 
v\ ip ) il nu ini \ceudiu K uttther the ci ek si le p si\ hn Dti! n loi he 
\di-np es iluiei! XI it:jiit Denib one ol ordin irv kiP m the Ht t ) im\e U Ap{. h uts 
whnmc nncntioi Ih^tis the P item OUicc hi failed to t>how v^here Dillon tciencs su^^uesi^or 
atseiibvs i me t { focvss ibie v^omposnion eompnsm|, one oi more thcrmopl istit hj diCK ^rboi 
pcljmc^ind llu i]ohmiprcc s m udhi\mgapolv(oxyaikvlene)pohmei mi i 
flu m >oi\ ner li i\in intt,i| oh men/vd uiiits ol VDf and u least one oih r in nomti whei n 
ih \ Dl e >i le it M tne tluoiopolvmei is ^.reater tlnn / b\ wliiJ- vh sen Wi m i 
process \ble onipojjition upon cxtrubion achieves m cxtiudate exliibitmc, n ) melt deleets it i 
mei le\el oi f i lopol^mei pioccssing aid when compared to a btandard proccsbin-, aid 
svstera). 

Sin 1 11 s 1 1 1 itent Oflitc h is failed to show i su^ estn n oi i lolj ition in Dillon tc 
n th h Li I ousctnespecibeccntent rm c >l \ 1)1 U le {koro}:oKiner ot 

claim i 10 achieve tnc oenetjcial resulxs described m pendnm claun 1 . 

l \en li ? t U the Patent Ollicc has tsi tblishui xjf na jatu east o^ obv lou ne s 
V tl e I et u as I 1 the \pph ii s ubmit that lhe\ hne rebutted thi'^ lejcttio i h i 
si<\vu k\ m\\ a ^ esultfe Ihat is the \} phe nt h ne sxiwn Ih it nieh pu ecssal le 
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compo^Uiun^ a? claimed in claim 1 imy contain kjwcr k\els of fluotoj-x^iymc psou'^'-ni^' otd \^ 
achie\c a composition that exhibits no meit defects when compared to a stanUaid piocosi>nig ait' 
55vstem. 

I ho \ppi.v,aris i.knv ps'raie the •,ii}pns!n^ resi !t-> ul the c!an i.d rnonti u dv.-^viikJ .ti 
pending viau i ' jt 4.a-t j\ 'ahk 2 \ tl iOiopoKmci procc^-n • aK i >nMtriin \^o!ynt >i.rvcr. 
ot V0i',40\\e}gbvpcj ent HI P and 2 1 tluojopoKme tti '-ano ^a usui c^s a •-laudasd 
iluoiopoiymcf procvS.N.ng additive in Comparat5\c i. xaniplc 6 (J able 2) { hii; compo&inon 
required 800 pptr ol P'''\ m order to clear melt fiactiire The Applicant:* Ituthcr to\ind that ^^hcn 
tisv. ih o opo u > o.c^->!r„' ada'i > . ^ot, utied 9{i \\a<J\i pcicont V])i u v\cunt puco'it HI V 
anJ 'U> Pf i (C (1 npaia ne I k mipL . ^ moic than lUOO ppm o» PP \ \v 5s roqikrea tv> t.ioar uk.' 
hactiiiu. xshich w is c\on mv,!e than the standard tluou))K)!\inu pioccssMig ddditj\e Suipnsnigh 
when a melt piocessablc composition such as tliose dc»ciibcd m claim 1 was cxtiudcd (i e . the 
lliioropoiv mer pioccss ng comprised 90*^^> bv weight V DT and 1 0% by weight f IFF and ?\A) 
Ml 2 1 ratio oi tiaou^poij mci to PI G ^ the <unoua ol n xLCsmg aid .coatied to clear melt 
Irai-iuic toj ihc i>ai7\-<io 1 hos' poKmtis \sas s sb^tanti ills r^-duccd f ''Ot; ppm oi less) 

y\ccordingls csen r tht. Patent >, )tnce has crtablishcd a p' m« fac le wase oi oin krimijss 
(which, as cxplarud above, Apphcaius bchcvc Uic> have not), the ApplKvmt^s have icbuttcd such 
a showtng by demonstrating surprising results. Accordingly, tl?© Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 as obvious over Dillon. 

Cla im 7 

t'iahn 7 recites a melt processable composition comprising one or more diennopiastic 
hydrocai'bon polymers and a lluoropolymer processing aid having a poly(oxyalkyiene) polymer 
and a thermoplastic copolymer having interpolymerized units of VDF and at least one other 
monomer. The vinylldene fluoride content of the thermoplastic fluoropolymer is greater than 
85% by weight. Further, the melt pmce^sable composition upon extrusion, achieves an extmdate 
exhibiting no mek defects. 

For at least the reasons cited above with regard to claim 1 , tlie Patent Office has failed to 
esiablish &prima fime case of obviousness for pending claim 7. In particular, the Patent Office 
has not shown all of the eleTnents of pending ckini 7 in the cited art (in that they have at least 
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failed to show a fiuoropolymcr processing aid as claiined in claiiri 7), Tfie Patent Office ha.s not 
overcome the failure of the cited art to teach the claimed invention by esiabiishing the claimed 
range as obvious because the Patent Office has tailed to show that the cited art teaches that the 
iluoropoly5r:er VDi^' comen.t h a rcsuhs effectix e ^■a1•^able. I'lntherniore, the Patent Office has not 
shown a moiivaiion in ihe prior art lo modify ihc teachings oi'the cited art lo arrive iit tiie subject 
matter of pending ciairn 7, 

Even if the Patent OiTice lias established a prima facie case of obvious.ne.ss for rejecting 
claim 7 over Dilkm, the Applicants have rebutted such a showing by demonstrating surprising 
results (as discussed above regarding claim 1, Compmtive Examples 5 & 6, and likampies in 
Table 2). 

Claim 10 

Claim 1 0 recites a melt processable composition comprising one or more thennoplavSlie 
b\ JuK.^'bon poK nv'-s and a Duoropolymer processing aid having a pol>(oxyalkylcne) poiyraei 
and a J>tni,>t)olsnis" b.-'ving intoipoivmeri/cd units ofVDF and at least one other monomer, 
wherein the Vl)i cenVnt ol the +ljou>po!\ met is Lrtatcr than '^5"o r)^ ^\clght. whcicmthe 
<imouut Oi nuon);;K^i>mer m the melt pu)ecijsabie coniix>sUum ts less than 300 ppm. 

The i^ateni OMiee has fei ied tiiake a prima facie showing of obviousness wi th regard to 
ciann 10 om'x Di'Jf>n iMvsi, the Patent Ofllce has failed to show where Dillon teaches, suggests oi 
dosciibcs the elements oi pending claim 10 Further, the Patent Offiet has failed to show a 
nxnivation iu tin. cncd art to modih me leach n^s o! Ds'lon ' nulls o\op if the Patent Office ha.s 
made a prima Uh .v showmg ot obviousness with legoid to claim iU o\cr Dillon, the Appbcants 
have rebutted such a showing by presenting surprising results with regai'ds to the melt 
prcccssable comp<>sitit)ns of claim 10 On tlicse pomts, the Remarks presented above with 
respect to elami 1 are meorporaied herein by reference. 

Vcojdinu^ tK Vpphvant- resptdluHv subuiu t.wi the leieuion oi <- vum 10 as 
obviousness over Dnion has been overcome and kmdiy ask that it be vvjtlidrawn. 
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Ciam 

Independent clami 15 recites a fluoropolymer processing aid corapnsinjj; a 
poKiox Jks V poKuKr ^idv' iluoiOp)]\ nxth u iHL mtt rpoKn ^r!/^d units oi \ mu U 
c)Nt i ^ otho inouon t.i Nvhctun th^ \ 1)1 u)nitnt oi the '"'luwpo sn^a i- gu i i. tl ii > b\ 
ucjght huitlK^ thefluoiopoivmcrpaxo^singaid when iddcd to uuit proc<.ssaik 
tomposftion achitv«,s aii cxtiudatv cxhibUmg no moil defects ai a lo^c le\ei oi iiuoropohincr 
processmg ajid when compared to a standafd processing aid system. 

Wit. dl im h tK Pucnt OHks. h}s f 11 n iki. i/v / ; k ^towntuot 
o-)\iousit, s -tNcr )iMon i P itcnt Oiiiec has la kJ o sho \ ^ >! v.i us 

suggt^tso di.s(,''!h!.s i (.IcnicHi oi pi.n Itng ciau.i 1^ 1 lutnci tK iVi<. ■Jt Ofit isinicu v 
show a motna to i nUic v.Jted to raodih the teachmgb ol Dilion lo artno at tht fluofopoisn.er 
piocsssing did ol uHkpcndcnt claim 1 5 I malK even li the Patent Office has made a pf mta fut le 
s\ w \ I h ( it i Ns witi regaid U') clnm 1*^ o\<.r Pi !o i 1 K Vinjicants ha-^e tcbu"*ted i.ucli a 
sih \M u !) \w V it s apii ng '(.sult:^ Aith tt.4aKis to 'i.t. pur+Ofinance o{ i\\ claimed 
luoropols nie'^ pi^ i,cs ! i uds oi wiai n I svhen added to a meh procesbubic < cfiiposiiion On 
the -it points tht. Rt^ittc^fk-. picscntcd abo\e with rcsptUto claim 1 aic tncoipofatod heittn D\ 
reterence. 

Accordutslv. the Applicants respectfnily submit that the reiection oi clann 1 5 as 
oIa lousnes o t*' W k a has been oxtaomc and kmdK isk that it bt withdiawn 

'lu-^tinniu L«m ^ ^ b M2 M if* ai.h icpcnd 'ron nukpi-n 'ciit eiamis 1 
i (i ^ { 1 "> I hu- eac.^ ol tliese c! urns is patentable a^ icas* on the basis oi mux dtpcndenc) 
fron.! a patentable base claim. 

hv Vppi cants respcafulK submit that the rejection oi cLums 1, ^-Uj and 12 16 undc: 
1^ 1 ISt. ^]0'^<, ^ o\c Dillon has been overcome vind kindh request that it be ^itbdrav\n 
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CONCLijSION 

In view of the foregoing Remarks, favorable reconsideration of the present appiicalion 
and the passing of this case to issue with all pending claims allowed are courteously solicited. 
Should iiixaniiner wish to discuss any aspect of this application. Applicants' attorney would 
welcome a telephone intervie w in order to expedi te the prosecution of the application. 



Respectfullysubn^itted, 

^ ^ ^ Bv: V . 



C. Michael Geise, Reg. No.: 38.560 
lelephone No.: 651-736-3363 



Oifice of intcliectusi Fropierty Counsel 
3M Innovative Properties Company 
t^acsimik No.; 65]-?36-,)833 
CMQ/iUmm. 
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